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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 3, and 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lowe et al. in view of McLaughlin et al. [U.S. Pat. 6,243,007]. 

Regarding claim 1: Lowe et al. disclose a transponder system for reporting the distance 
traveled by a wheeled vehicle comprising a wireless transmitter 28 generating a wireless signal 
indicative of a vehicle displacement; and a wireless receiver 26 receiving the wireless signal 
from the transmitter (figure 2, col. 3, lines 5-37). Lowe et al. do not show the transmitter 
including a power source and periodically generating a wireless signal as claimed. It is seen that 
whether the transmitter continuously or periodically transmits the wireless signal is old and 
known in the art. Furthermore, McLaughlin et al. disclose a tire monitoring system comprising 
the monitoring device 16 including a long-life lithium battery (figure 1, col. 4, lines 33-37) and a 
transmitter periodically transmits the wireless signal (col. 5, lines 5-16). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teachings of Lowe et al. and McLaughlin et al. because they both teach a sensor which is 
mounted directly on the wheel. The teaching of McLaughlin et al. of providing power to the 
device would increase the flexibility of the Lowe et al. system by having the monitoring device 
including power source and is mounted on the tire of the vehicle. 
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Regarding claims 2 and 3: Lowe et al. disclose the transmitter 28 is mounted on a 
rotating component of a vehicle (col. 3, lines 2-4). 

Regarding claim 7: Lowe et al. disclose the transmitter 28 (figure 2, col. 3, lines 5-28) 
generating an RF signal. 

Regarding claims 8 and 9: Lowe et al. disclose the sensor 30 (figure 2, col. 3, lines 51- 
67) for generating a signal indication of the number of wheel rotation. Lowe et al. do not show 
the fixed number of beacon signal is one as claimed. However, it would have been an obvious 
design choice to have the transmitter generating beacon signal once for each revolution. Note 
that the system of Lowe et al. is capable of counting revolution, storing the revolution count 
information, and transmitting revolution count information. 

Regarding claim 10: Lowe et al. disclose the transmitter 28 (col. 2, lines 62-67, and col. 
3, lines 1-18) generating a modulated RF signal indicative of vehicle displacement. 

3. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lowe et al. in view 
of McLaughlin et al. and further in view of Huang [U.S. Pat. 6,175,302] 

Regarding claim 5: McLaughlin et al. teach along life lithium battery (col. 4, lines 33- 
35) but the combination does not teach the power source generates power based upon motion as 
claimed. However, Huang discloses a tire pressure indicator including pressure gauges that have 
a self-generating power capability comprising the power source generates power based upon 
motion (col. 3, lines 47-63). Therefore, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to utilize 
the teaching of Huang in the system of the Lowe et al. and McLaughlin et al. because using the 
rechargeable battery would be an advantage. 
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4. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lowe et al in view 
of McLaughlin et al. and further in view of Miller et al [U.S. Pat. 4,694,295] 

Regarding claim 6: Lowe et al. disclose the transmitter 28 (figure 1, col. 3, lines 28-37) 
for generating a signal The combination fails to disclose the transmitter generating an acoustic 
signal. However, Miller et al. disclose a vehicle blind spot detector comprising the transducer 22 
(figure 2, col. 4, lines 7-18) including a piezo-electric element for generating an acoustic signal. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to use the readily piezo-electric 
element of Miller et al. in the system of Lowe et al. and McLaughlin et al. for generating the 
acoustic signal. 

5. Claims 11,12, 15-18, and 21-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lowe et al. in view of McLaughlin et al. and further in view of Davis et al. 
[U.S. Pat. 5,177,685]. 

Regarding claim 11: Lowe et al. disclose a transponder system for reporting the distance 
traveled by a wheeled vehicle comprising a wireless transmitter 28 generating a wireless signal 
indicative of a vehicle displacement; and a wireless receiver 26 receiving the wireless signal 
from the transmitter (figure 2, col. 3, lines 5-37). Lowe et al. do not show the transmitter 
periodically generating a wireless signal as claimed. It is seen that whether the transmitter 
continuously or periodically transmits the wireless signal is old and known in the art. 
Furthermore, McLaughlin et al. disclose a tire monitoring system comprising a transmitter 
periodically transmits the wireless signal (col. 5, lines 5-16). Therefore, it would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teachings of Lowe et al. and McLaughlin et al. because they both teach a sensor which is 
mounted directly on the wheel. The teaching of McLaughlin et al. of periodically transmitting the 
wireless signal would enhance the system of Lowe et al. by saving power. 

Lowe et al. disclose means 28 for generating a wireless signal indicative of rotational 
displacement; and a wireless receiver 26 receiving the wireless signal (figure 2, col. 3, lines 5- 
37). The combination does not disclose means for determining displacement of a vehicle based 
upon the wireless signal. However, Davis et al. disclose an automobile navigation system using 
real time spoken driving instructions comprising position keeping (col. 11, lines 17-68, and col. 
12, lines 1-28) for determining position of a vehicle based upon the wireless signal. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
implement the teaching of Davis et al. in the device of Lowe et al. and McLaughlin et al. in order 
to determine an absolute position of the motor vehicle because they both teach a system for 
determining displacement of a vehicle. 

Regarding claim 12: Lowe et al. disclose the transmitter 28 is mounted on a rotating 
component of a vehicle (col. 3, lines 2-4). 

Regarding claim 15: Lowe et al. disclose the transmitter 28 (figure 2, col. 3, lines 5-28) 
generating an RF signal. 

Regarding claims 16 and 17: Lowe et al. disclose the sensor 30 (figure 2, col. 3, lines 
51-67) for generating a signal indication of the number of wheel rotation. The combination fails 
to show the fixed number of beacon signal is one as claimed. However, it would have been an 
obvious design choice to have the transmitter generating beacon signal once for each revolution. 
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Note that the system of Lowe et al. is capable of counting revolution, storing the revolution count 
information, and transmitting revolution count information. 

Regarding claim 18: Lowe et al. disclose the transmitter 28 (col. 2, lines 62-67, and col. 
3, lines 1-18) generating a modulated RF signal indicative of vehicle displacement. 

Regarding claim 21: Lowe et al. fail to disclose means for calibrating the wireless signal 
to the vehicle displacement while the vehicle is moving. However, Davis et al. teach that the 
position system with no error could be calibrated when installed and some dead reckoning 
systems recalibrate themselves to eliminate systematic errors (map matching) as shown in figure 

I, col. 12, lines 32-62. Therefore, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to utilize the 
teaching of Davis et al. in the system of the combination for comparing the actual signal with a 
standard. 

Regarding claim 22: Lowe et al. do not disclose means for dead-reckoning a position of 
a vehicle based upon the wireless signal. However, Davis et al. disclose the dead-reckoning (col. 

I I, lines 45-48) for estimating the current position of the vehicle. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to the skilled artisan to use the readily dead-reckoning system of Davis et al. into the 
device of the combination in order to determine the position of a vehicle. 

Regarding claim 23: Lowe et al. disclose means 28 for generating a wireless signal 
indicative of rotational displacement; and a wireless receiver 26 receiving the wireless signal 
(figure 2, col. 3, lines 5-37). Lowe et al. do not disclose means for propagating a position of a 
vehicle based upon the wireless signal. However, Davis et al. disclose an automobile navigation 
system using real time spoken driving instructions comprising position keeping (col. 11, lines 
17-68, and col 12, lines 1-28) for determining position of a vehicle based upon the wireless 
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signal. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement the teaching of Davis et al. in the device of Lowe et al. in 
order to determine an absolute position of the motor vehicle because they both teach a system for 
determining displacement of a vehicle. 

The combination does not show the transmitter including a power source and periodically 
generating a wireless signal as claimed. It is seen that whether the transmitter continuously or 
periodically transmits the wireless signal is old and known in the art. Furthermore, McLaughlin 
et al. disclose a tire monitoring system comprising the monitoring device 16 including a long-life 
lithium battery (figure 1, col. 4, lines 33-37) and a transmitter periodically transmits the wireless 
signal (col. 5, lines 5-16). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Lowe et al., Davis et al, and 
McLaughlin et al. because it would be an advantage to have the monitoring device including 
power source rather than relying on the external power source. 

Regarding claim 24: Lowe et al. and McLaughlin et al. fail to disclose means for 
calibrating the wireless signal to the vehicle displacement while the vehicle is moving. However, 
Davis et al. teach that the position system with no error could be calibrated when installed and 
some dead reckoning systems recalibrate themselves to eliminate systematic errors (map 
matching) as shown in figure 1, col. 12, lines 32-62. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
the skilled artisan to utilize the teaching of Davis et al. in the system of the combination for 
comparing the actual signal with a standard. 

Regarding claim 25: Lowe et al. and McLaughlin et al. fail to disclose a database of 
roads, the position of the vehicle propagated relative to the database of roads. However, Davis et 
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al. disclose the map database (col 3, lines 54-56, and col. 12, lines 47-62). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to utilize the teaching of Davis et al. in the 
system of the combination for estimating the position of a vehicle based on the assumption that 
the vehicle always on a street present in the map. 

Regarding claim 26: Lowe et al. and McLaughlin et al. do not disclose means for dead- 
reckoning a position of a vehicle based upon the wireless signal. However, Davis et al. disclose 
the dead-reckoning (col. 11, lines 45-48) for estimating the current position of the vehicle. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to use the readily dead-reckoning 
system of Davis et al. into the device of Lowe et al. and McLaughlin et al. in order to determine 
the position of a vehicle. 

Regarding claim 27: Lowe et al. disclose means for generating a wireless signal counts 
rotations of a vehicle wheel (col. 3, lines 51-54) 

Regarding claim 28: The combination does not show means for calibrating rotations of 
the vehicle wheel to displacement of the vehicle as claimed. However, it would have been an 
obvious design choice to have the calibrating rotations of the vehicle wheel to displacement of 
the vehicle in the automobile navigation system. 

Regarding claim 29: All the claimed subject matter is already discussed in respect to 
claim 1 1 above. 

Regarding claim 30: Refer to claim 21 above. 

Regarding claim 31: Refer to claim 22 above. 

Regarding claim 32: Davis et al. disclose the dead-reckoning the position of the vehicle 
is based upon the calibrated wireless signal (col. 11, lines 45-59, and col. 12, lines 58-62). 
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6. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lowe et al. in 
view of Davis et al. and McLaughlin et al. and further in view of Huang [U.S. Pat. 6,175,302]. 

Regarding claim 13: The combination does not show the power source generates power 
based upon rotation. However, Huang discloses the power source 20 generates power based upon 
motion (col. 3, lines 47-63). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to implement the teaching of Huang into the system of 
Lowe et al. and Davis et al. in order to have a self-provided power generating which is an 
advantage. 

7. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lowe et al. in 
view of Davis et al. and McLaughlin et al. and further in view of Miller et al. [U.S. Pat. 
4,694,295]. 

Regarding claim 14: Lowe et al. disclose the transmitter 28 (figure 1, col. 3, lines 28-37) 
for generating a signal. The combination fails to disclose the transmitter generating an acoustic 
signal. However, Miller et al. disclose a vehicle blind spot detector comprising the transducer 22 
(figure 2, col. 4, lines 7-18) including a piezo-electric element for generating an acoustic signal. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to use the readily piezo-electric 
element of Miller et al. in the system of Lowe et al. and Davis et al. for generating the acoustic 
signal. 
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8. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lowe et al. in 
view of Davis et al. and McLaughlin et al. and further in view of Maples [U.S. Pat. 4,833,281]. 

Regarding claim 19: The combination fails to show a mass movable relative to the 
vehicle part based upon motion, the wireless signal generated based upon motion of the mass. 
However, Maples discloses a motion detector comprising the mass in the form of ball 16 (figure 

1, col. 1, lines 35-40, and col. 2, lines 18-32) movable relative to the vehicle part based upon 
motion. Therefore, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to use the technique of 
Maples into the system of the combination because of the compact design, thereby it would be an 
advantage. 

9. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lowe et al. in 
view of Davis et al., McLaughlin et al. and further in view of Maples and Miller et al. [U.S. Pat. 
4,694,295] 

Regarding claim 20: Lowe et al. disclose the transmitter 28 (figure 1, col. 3, lines 28-37) 
for generating a signal. Maples disclose the motion detector 10 can be incorporated into the 
transmitter and the mass in the form of ball 16 (figure 1, col. 1, lines 34-39, and col. 2, lines 18- 
32). The combination fails to disclose the mass mounted to a piezo-electric device as claimed. 
However, Miller et al. disclose a vehicle blind spot detector comprising the transducer 22 (figure 

2, col. 4, lines 7-18) including a piezo-electric element for generating an acoustic signal. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to use the readily piezo-electric 
element of Miller et al. in the system of the combination for generating the acoustic signal. 
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Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3, and 5-32 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phung Nguyen whose telephone number is (703)308-6252. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8:00am to 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel J. Wu, can be reached on (703)308-6730. The fax number for this Group is 
(703) 872-9314. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-4700. 

Examiner: Phung Nguyen 



Date: March 10, 2004 



